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THE AP PEAR ANCE
of Joint Pub li ca -
tion (Pub) 3-56.1,
Com mand and

Con trol for Joint Air Op era tions, on 14 No vem -
ber 1994 calmed 50 years of fer vent de bate
among the mili tary serv ices about the con trol 
of air power in a joint- operations area. This
brief docu ment codi fied a ver ity long held by
Air Force lead ers: cen tral ized con trol and de -
cen tral ized exe cu tion of air and space forces
re main criti cal to force ef fec tive ness.1 It also
vested op era tional or tac ti cal con trol of Air
Force, Army, Navy, and Ma rine air mis sions
in a sin gle of fi cer—the joint force air com po -
nent com mander (JFACC),2 stat ing that “the
author ity and com mand re la tion ships of the
JFACC are es tab lished by the joint force com -
mander. These typi cally in clude ex er cis ing



op era tional con trol over as signed and at tached
forces and tac ti cal con trol over other mili tary
ca pa bili ties/forces made avail able for task ing.” 3

In ad di tion, Joint Pub 3-56.1 es tab lished the or -
gani za tion headed by the JFACC—a joint air op -
era tions cen ter (JAOC).4

In this pub li ca tion, the “wir ing dia gram”
for the JAOC made it clear that a staff judge ad -
vo cate ad vises the JFACC, his staff, and the
JAOC’s two core di vi sions—Com bat Plans and
Com bat Op era tions.5 The staff judge ad vo -
cate, as well as the JAOC’s en tire staff of at tor -
neys and para le gals, must there fore be well
versed in the joint and serv ice doc trine that
guides the ac tivi ties of a JAOC. This ar ti cle ex -
am ines the judge ad vo cate’s du ties dur ing op -
era tions plan ning and dur ing each stage of
what some com mand ers re fer to as the bat tle
rhythm of the JAOC. It does not ex plain the
law but il lus trates the judge ad vo cate’s role in
en sur ing that the JFACC re ceives op era tional
rec om men da tions con sis tent with rules of en -
gage ment prom ul gated by the Na tional Com -
mand Authori ties (NCA), do mes tic and
in ter na tional law, and re straints and con -
straints speci fied by su pe rior com mand ers.6

How ever, since the struc ture of the JAOC
evolved from tac ti cal air con trol cen ters used
by Sev enth Air Force dur ing the war in Viet -
nam, this ar ti cle also ex am ines the evo lu tion
of the JAOC as well as the role of Air Force
judge ad vo cates in op era tions dur ing and
since the Viet nam era.

Tactical Air Control Centers
during the Vietnam War

Every ma jor war in volv ing Ameri ca’s air arm
has tested the con cept of cen tral ized con trol of
air power.7 Dur ing World War II—par ticu larly in
1942 and 1943—the Army Air Forces in sisted that 
only air of fi cers con trol air forces. Ear lier, avia -
tion units had been as signed to and took or ders
from Army and Navy or gani za tions. Al though
air lead ers did not ques tion their ob li ga tion to
per form co op era tive mis sions, they un der stood 
that de cen tral ized con trol only un der mined
air pow er’s most sig nifi cant con tri bu tions to the 

op era tional ef fort—mass and speed.8 Be fore
the Air Force be came a sepa rate serv ice, air lead -
ers in sisted that they take di rec tion only from a
com mander of a thea ter of op era tions or a large
task force.9 Even then, they ac cepted only mis -
sions re quired by the stra te gic plan.10

The les sons of his tory led air men to con -
clude that the most ef fec tive scheme of con -
trol of air and space as sets in volved a sin gle
JFACC re spon si ble for in te grat ing the em ploy -
ment of all aero space forces within a thea ter of 
op era tions.11 Dur ing the Ko rean War and the
early years of the Viet nam War, make shift ef -
forts re sulted in some level of co or di na tion of
air ac tiv ity.12 As the war pro gressed in Viet -
nam, how ever, air op era tions in- theater be -
came di vided both geo graphi cally and
or gani za tion ally, re flect ing a di vided com -
mand struc ture.

Al though Gen Wil liam F. Mo myer, com -
mander of Sev enth Air Force, had re spon si bil -
ity for co or di nat ing all tac ti cal air op era tions
of US avia tion units in South Viet nam in 1962, 
three sepa rate tac ti cal air con trol cen ters even -
tu ally di rected op era tions, each plan ning mis -
sions and con trol ling air as sets to meet the
needs of dis pa rate parts of op era tions.13 In the
south, for ex am ple, the air mis sion pri mar ily
in volved sup port ing daily ground op era tions. 
The Sev enth Air Force tac ti cal air con trol cen -
ter at Tan Son Nhut Air Base near Sai gon fo -
cused on “to day’s war,” close air sup port, and
tar gets re quested by the Army. Yet an other
cen ter at Tan Son Nhut—the Sev enth Air Force
Com mand Cen ter—planned op era tions with a
fo cus on “to mor row’s war,” in clud ing in tel li -
gence analy sis, tar get ing, and bat tle dam age
as sess ment. A third tac ti cal air con trol cen ter,
es tab lished in Thai land in 1965 to con trol air
strikes in Laos, later be came the al ter nate Air
Force com mand cen ter.14 This cum ber some
sys tem, de scribed by Henry Kiss inger as “in sti -
tu tion al ized schizo phre nia,” made it dif fi cult
for lead ers to ex ert ef fec tive com mand and
con trol over air op era tions. Al though many
peo ple, in clud ing Presi dent Rich ard Nixon,
rec og nized the folly of this tri par tite method
of con trol ling air op era tions, the struc ture
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During the Vietnam War, the divided and cumbersome
system of command and control recognized the
responsibility for conducting air operations in accordance
with the Law of War but did not include support from judge
advocates.



had be come too dif fi cult to re pair be fore the
con clu sion of the war.15

The Role of Air Force Judge
Advocates in Vietnam

Did judge ad vo cates have any role in ad vis -
ing com mand ers about the func tion of the
tac ti cal air con trol cen ters or the law ful ness of 
their op era tions? De spite the vig or ous tempo
of air op era tions dur ing some pe ri ods, Air
Force judge ad vo cates as signed to units in
Viet nam had al most no con tact with the peo -
ple who planned or exe cuted air op era tions.
Ac cord ing to Col Mi chael R. Em er son, per ma -
nent pro fes sor and head of the Law De part -
ment of the United States Air Force Acad emy,
Air Force judge ad vo cates in Viet nam had no
dis cus sions about the Law of War or the rules
of en gage ment with peo ple who worked in the 
cen ters. As signed as a cap tain to the 377th
Com bat Sup port Group Of fice of the Staff
Judge Ad vo cate at Tan Son Nhut Air Base dur -
ing 1970 and 1971, Em er son re called that “no
one in our of fice gave brief ings to the guys in
the TACC. I re mem ber it was in the Sev enth
Air Force Head quar ters build ing, a gray- green
build ing sur rounded by con cer tina wire and
guarded by lots of cops. You had to have a
[high- level] clear ance to get in there, and
none of us had one.”16

If air men who planned and exe cuted air op -
era tions re ceived no ad vice about the Law of
War and rules of en gage ment from judge ad -
vo cates at the group or base level, did they get
it from judge ad vo cates at Head quar ters Sev -
enth Air Force? Col Rich ard F. Roth en burg, as -
signed as a cap tain to the Sev enth Air For ce’s
Of fice of the Staff Judge Ad vo cate in 1969, re -
mem bered mak ing only one brief visit to the
tac ti cal air con trol cen ter to meet with of fi -
cers in ves ti gat ing a claim al leg ing that Air
Force mem bers had de fo li ated parts of a rub -
ber plan ta tion.17 Col Philip J. Wil liam son,
Sev enth Air Force staff judge ad vo cate, at -
tended Head quar ters Sev enth Air Force staff
meet ings that re viewed the prior week’s op -
era tions, but no one con sulted him about fu -

ture op era tions, the law ful ness of strik ing se -
lected tar gets, or com pli ance with the rules of
en gage ment.18

If nei ther base- level nor Sev enth Air Force
judge ad vo cates pro vided per son nel at the tac ti -
cal air con trol cen ter with op era tional le gal ad -
vice, did they get it from judge ad vo cates at the
uni fied com mand—Mili tary As sis tance Com -
mand/Viet nam (MACV)? Ap par ently not. Brig
Gen Gor don Gins burg, as signed as a lieu ten ant
colo nel to the Of fice of the Staff Judge Ad vo cate
for MACV from Janu ary 1969 un til Janu ary 1970, 
said that Air Force judge ad vo cates at MACV rou -
tinely fo cused on a large va ri ety of le gal is sues,
none of them re quir ing ex pli ca tion of the Law
of War or the rules of en gage ment. Al though
MACV was lo cated in a com pound im me di ately
ad ja cent to Tan Son Nhut Air Base, Lieu ten ant
Colo nel Gins burg and his le gal breth ren sim ply
had no rea son to visit the tac ti cal air con trol
cen ters.19 In short, no Air Force judge ad vo cate in 
Viet nam of fered what law yers to day call “op era -
tions law” ad vice to Air Force com mand ers and
their staffs who led air op era tions in or from
South Viet nam.

An Air Force judge ad vo cate as signed as an
ex change of fi cer to the em bassy in Thai land,
how ever, gave op era tions law ad vice to some
of the air men op er at ing in North Viet nam and 
Thai land. From July 1967 to July 1969, Wal ter
Reed, then a ma jor but later a ma jor gen eral
and the judge ad vo cate gen eral of the Air
Force, re viewed tar get lists to en sure that US
forces did not at tack tar gets re stricted by the
Law of War or by the NCA. He also made sure
no bomb ing oc curred that would of fend the
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In short, no Air Force judge
advocate in Vietnam offered
what lawyers today call
“operations law” advice to
Air Force commanders and their
staffs who led air operations
in or from South Vietnam.



sen si tivi ties of the Thai land gov ern ment. No
bomb ing mis sion could launch from Thai -
land with out ap proval from an author ity lo -

cated in Thai land. Ap par ently, Ma jor Reed was 
the only Air Force judge ad vo cate in- theater
who scru ti nized some of the “frag or ders,”
just as a judge ad vo cate sup port ing a JAOC
would re view the law ful ness of at tack ing tar -
gets to day.2 0

The Lavelle Case and
Development of Standing

Rules of Engagement
Prior to 1972, judge ad vo cates out side the

high est lev els of lead er ship had no oc ca sion to 
read the rules of en gage ment for air op era -
tions.21 Both judge ad vo cates in the field and
com mand ers viewed these rules as an op era -
tional mat ter, some thing solely within the
pur view of the NCA and higher lev els of com -
mand.2 2 Pre pared on an ad hoc ba sis and trans -
mit ted by mes sage, let ter, ra dio, and
tele phone calls, the rules of en gage ment,
along with the Hague and Ge neva Con ven -
tions, formed the “op er at ing authori ties” that 
gov erned the man ner in which Ameri can
forces could op er ate.23 In 1972 the Air Force
was em bar rassed by al le ga tions that Gen John
D. Lav elle, com mander of Sev enth Air Force,
or dered at tacks on North Viet nam ese po si -
tions in vio la tion of the rules of en gage ment
and in structed air crews to fal sify their after-
 action re ports about the raids.24 In hear ings

be fore both houses of Con gress, the gen eral
as serted that the ex tant rules of en gage ment
per mit ted the mis sions and that his su pe ri ors
both knew of and en cour aged the at tacks he
had author ized.25 Nev er the less, the Air Force
re lieved him of com mand and re tired him in
the per ma nent grade of ma jor gen eral.26 A
week later, the Air Force changed the rules of
en gage ment to al low the kinds of at tacks he
had or dered.27

Al though the rules of en gage ment for the
Viet nam War re ceived closer scru tiny as the
con flict drew to a close, not un til five years
later did any one take steps to cod ify the gen -
eral prin ci ples gov ern ing any of the serv ices’
op era tions. In 1979 Adm Tho mas B. Hay ward,
chief of na val op era tions, di rected a study to
stan dard ize the World wide Peace time Mari -
time Rules of En gage ment.28 The study con -
soli dated vari ous ref er ences and pro vided
sup ple men tal meas ures that com mand ers
could re quest when they needed to clar ify
their author ity be yond ba sic self- defense.29 In
1981 af ter co or di na tion among the four ser-
 vices and the Of fice of the Sec re tary of De -
fense, the De part ment of State, and the Na -
tional Se cu rity Coun cil, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) ap proved the World wide Peace -
time Rules of En gage ment for Sea borne
Forces.30 These rules rep re sented a clear state -
ment of na tional views on self- defense in
peace time, and com mand ers could use them
in many stages of a bel lig er ency, thereby
smooth ing the tran si tion from peace to hos -
tili ties and back to peace time.31 On 26 June
1986, the JCS Peace time Rules of En gage ment
su per seded the 1981 rules, and on 1 Oc to ber
1994, they were re named the Stand ing Rules of 
En gage ment in Chair man of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff In struc tion (CJCSI) 3121.01.

Al though the JCS pub lishes the Stand ing
Rules of En gage ment and com mand ers have
ul ti mate re spon si bil ity for com ply ing with
them and any ap proved sup ple men tal mea-
 sures, judge ad vo cates can play a sig nifi cant
role as in ter pret ers of the rules and as draft ers
of sup ple men tal meas ures. Moreo ver, many of 
to day’s mili tary lead ers who served in Viet -
nam re mem ber the al le ga tions against Gen -

44  AIR POWER JOUR NAL  SPRING 1999

Many of today’s military leaders
who served in Vietnam remember

the allegations against General
Lavelle and expect their legal
counsel to fully advise them
on the rules of engagement.



eral Lav elle and ex pect their le gal coun sel to
fully ad vise them on the rules of en gage ment.
Joint doc trine em pha sizes that “joint forces
op er ate in ac cor dance with ap pli ca ble [rules
of en gage ment], con duct war fare in com pli -
ance with in ter na tional laws, and fight within
re straints and con straints speci fied by su pe -
rior com mand ers. Ob jec tives are jus ti fied by
mili tary ne ces sity and at tained through ap -
pro pri ate and dis ci plined use of force.”32

Evolution of the Role
of Air Force Operations
Law Judge Advocates

Air Force judge ad vo cates also had lit tle con -
tact with op era tors and is sues con cern ing the
rules of en gage ment prior to 1972 be cause noth -
ing re quired them to do so. The US gov ern ment
and De part ment of De fense (DOD) had long
rec og nized the ne ces sity of com ply ing with the
Law of War (now also re ferred to as the Law of
Armed Con flict). But not un til the case of 1st Lt
Wil liam L. Cal ley33 shocked the con science of
the en tire na tion did a di rec tive (DOD Di rec tive 
5100.77, DOD Law of War Pro gram, 5 No vem ber
1974) man date, among other things, that the
serv ices im ple ment a pro gram to pre vent vio la -
tions of the Law of War. Later regu la tions that
im ple mented this di rec tive cast Air Force judge
ad vo cates, as well as those from other serv ices,
in the role of train ers.

Be gin ning in 1980, Ninth and Twelfth Air
Forces be gan ex er cises that, to a greater or
lesser de gree, trained per son nel on their du -
ties in a tac ti cal air con trol cen ter.34 Air Force
mem bers, in clud ing judge ad vo cates, also par -
tici pated in joint and com bined ex er cises. For
guid ance, they re lied on DOD Di rec tive
5100.77, Air Force Pam phlet (AFP) 110- 31 , In -
ter na tional Law—The Con duct of Armed Con -
flict and Air Op era tions (1976), Air Force
Regu la tion (AFR) 110- 32, Train ing and Re port -
ing to In sure Com pli ance with the Law of Armed
Con flict (1976), and AFP 110- 34, Com man der’s
Hand book on the Law of Armed Con flict (25
July 1980). The ex er cises quickly im proved in

so phis ti ca tion and re al ism, but the op era -
tional role of the judge ad vo cate re mained un -
clear. To rem edy this, on 4 August 1988, the
JCS sent a memo ran dum—MJCS 0124- 88—to
all com bat ant com mand ers, ex pressly re quir -
ing the im me di ate avail abil ity of le gal ad vi -
sors to pro vide ad vice on rules of en gage ment,
the Law of Armed Con flict, and re lated mat -
ters dur ing plan ning and exe cu tion of joint
and com bined ex er cises and op era tions.

In 1989 United States South ern Com mand
(US SOUTH COM) fol lowed this guid ance by
in volv ing judge ad vo cates in plan ning for Op -
era tion Just Cause in Pan ama. Re la tions be -
tween the United States and Manuel No riega,
the Pana ma nian dic ta tor, had been de te rio rat -
ing for some time be fore No riega an nulled his
coun try’s elec tions on 10 May 1989 and sanc -
tioned vio lence against his op po nents, who
had won the elec tion. As the United States in -
creased its pres sure on No riega to step aside,
he re sponded with anti- American rheto ric and 
con duct. At No rie ga’s be hest, on 15 De cem ber
1989, the Na tional As sem bly of Pan ama passed 
a reso lu tion stat ing that “ow ing to U.S. ag -
gres sion,” a state of war ex isted with the
United States. No riega said that some day the
“bod ies of our ene mies would float down the
Pan ama Ca nal and the peo ple of Pan ama
would win com plete con trol over the wa ter -
way.” The next day, Pana ma nian De fense
Forces per son nel killed one US of fi cer and
wounded two oth ers. Within days, Presi dent
George Bush autho- rized the exe cu tion of Op -
era tion Just Cause to safe guard the lives of
nearly 30,000 US citi zens; to pro tect the in teg -
rity of the Pan ama Ca nal and 142 de fense
sites; to help the Pana ma nian op po si tion es -
tab lish genu ine de moc racy; to neu tral ize the
Pana ma nian De fense Forces; and to bring to
jus tice Manuel No riega, who had been in -
dicted on drug- related charges in the United
States.35

On 10 Oc to ber 1989, Gen Max well Thur -
man, com mander of US SOUTH COM, des ig -
nated Lt Gen Carl W. Stiner, com mander of
XVIII Air borne Corps, as the com mander of
Joint Task Force South and the war plan ner
and war fighter for the op era tion.36 Over
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22,000 sol diers, thirty- four hun dred air men,
nine hun dred ma rines, and seven hun dred
sail ors were part of the task force.37 Head quar -

ters Twelfth Air Force, the Air Force com po -
nent of US SOUTH COM, joined in the plan -
ning ef forts. Its com mander, Lt Gen Pe ter T.
Kempf, ex er cised op era tional con trol over all
in- place and de ploy ing Air Force forces.38 Over 
two hun dred air craft par tici pated in the de -
ploy ment to Pan ama.39 C- 141s, C- 130s, and
C-5s, to gether with the req ui site re fu el ing
sup port, car ried out the bulk of the sor ties; F-
 15s and F- 16s flew com bat pa trols from Key
West over the Car ib bean from Cuba to the Yu -
catán Pen in sula to de ter at tacks from the Cu -
bans; Air Force E-3 air borne warn ing and
con trol sys tem (AWACS) air craft pro vided aer -
ial sur veil lance, threat warn ing, fighter con -
trol, and air- situation up dates;40 AC- 130
gun ships and UH- 60 heli cop ters sup ported
teams who as saulted ground po si tions;41 and
F- 117s dropped bombs near the Pana ma nian
De fense Forces bar racks to per suade the
troops to sur ren der.42

The mas sive air lift and com plex op era tion
gave rise to novel le gal is sues and, for the first
time, Air Force judge ad vo cates as signed to
war- fighting units be came deeply in volved in
plan ning a ma jor op era tion and pro vid ing
“real- time” le gal ad vice dur ing its exe cu tion.
Col Wil liam A. Moor man, staff judge ad vo cate 

for Twelfth Air Force, es tab lished a close li ai -
son not only with his coun ter parts at Head -
quar ters Tac t i  cal  Air Com mand and
US SOUTH COM but also with Col John R.
Bozeman, staff judge ad vo cate for XVIII Air -
borne Corps, and Col Mi chael Nye, an Air
Force judge ad vo cate as signed to the CJCS le -
gal staff.43 To en sure that the com mand had
con tinu ous ac cess to le gal coun sel, Colo nel
Moor man joined the bat tle staff, put four op -
era tions law yers on 12- hour shifts, and as -
signed Maj Mary Boone to re view all
ap pli ca ble “off- the- shelf” war plans. She
earned the grati tude of op era tions plan ners
when she found some dis con nects that would
have un der mined the mis sion. Twelfth Air
Force judge ad vo cates who at tended plan ning
ses sions also spot ted syn chro ni za tion er rors
missed by the plan ners. For ex am ple, they no -
ticed that one group of forces con tem plated
drop ping flares in an area where pi lots would
be us ing night- vision gog gles.4 4 They thereby
es tab lished that they could con trib ute more to 
the plan ning ef fort than purely le gal ad vice.

Be cause of the small air space and prox im -
ity of ci vil ians to mili tary tar gets and ob jec -
tives, the le gal is sues raised by Just Cause
proved thorny; thus, clear rules of en gage -
ment were es sen tial but dif fi cult to write.
For tu nately, Colo nel Moor man had a se cure
tele phone unit with which to make en -
crypted tele phone calls, us ing it sev eral
times a day to talk with Colo nel Bozeman
and Colo nel Nye about the lan guage of the
rules of en gage ment to en sure that they
com plied with NCA guid ance and took into
ac count the mix of air craft in the op era tion.
Colo nel Moor man’s staff pro vided in- depth
le gal ad vice on such var ied is sues as the law -
ful ness of pro posed tar gets, pris on ers of war, 
refu gees and de tain ees, over flight of other
na tions, the cap ture of war tro phies, claims
for dam age by Air Force forces, and the
prose cu tion of Air Force mem bers for mis -
con duct, such as loot ing.45 Al though Just
Cause lasted only 19 days, the par tici pa tion
of Twelfth Air For ce’s judge ad vo cates in
both its plan ning and exe cu tion be came a
turn ing point in the role of Air Force law yers
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Colonel Moorman’s staff provided
in-depth legal advice on such

varied issues as the lawfulness of
proposed targets, prisoners of war,
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of other nations, the capture of
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by Air Force forces, and the
prosecution of Air Force members

for misconduct, such as looting.



in air op era tions. The Twelfth Air Force com -
mander and his staff not only sought the ad -
vice of judge ad vo cates on le gal mat ters but
also viewed them as full mem bers of the war-
 planning and war- fighting team.4 6

At the an nual Air Force Gen eral Court-
 Martial Con fer ence at Home stead Air Force
Base, Flor ida, in Janu ary 1990, Colo nel Nye
and Colo nel Moor man shared their ex pe ri -
ences with Air Force judge ad vo cates for all the 
general- court- martial con ven ing authori ties,
in clud ing Ninth Air Force.47 Not many months 
later, when the judge ad vo cates at Ninth Air
Force—the air com po nent to United States
Cen tral Com mand—par tici pated in In ter nal
Look, a Cen tral Com mand ex er cise, they
bene fited from the ex pe ri ence of Twelfth Air
For ce’s judge ad vo cates.48 Some of Ninth Air
For ce’s judge ad vo cates who par tici pated in
that ex er cise im me di ately be came in volved in
De sert Shield, help ing to plan op era tions to
ex pel the Iraqis from Ku wait.49 Dur ing both
De sert Shield and De sert Storm, Ninth Air For -
ce’s Maj Harry Heintzel mann, for ex am ple,
pro vided le gal coun sel to the now- famous
Black Hole plan ners.50 The Ninth Air Force
staff judge ad vo cate him self, Col Den nis
Kansala, as sisted in the re fine ment of the pro -
posed rules of en gage ment and re viewed all
the tar get lists af ter his staff had given them a
care ful “scrub.”51

The un flag ging and split- second is sue spot -
ting dis played by the judge ad vo cates of all
serv ices dur ing the Per sian Gulf War so lidi fied 
the con fi dence of com mand ers. Hays Parks,
spe cial as sis tant for the Law of War in the Of -
fice of the Judge Ad vo cate Gen eral of the
Army, re marked, “I have heard Gen eral
Schwarz kopf, Gen eral Pow ell, and just about
any other of fi cer I run into, say that they con -
sider the law yer to be ab so lutely in dis pen sa -
ble to mili tary op era tions.”52 Air Force lead ers
shared this view. On 11 De cem ber 1991, Lt
Gen Mi chael A. Nel son—Air Force dep uty
chief of staff for plans and op era tions—and
Maj Gen David C. Mo re house—Air Force judge
ad vo cate gen eral—jointly signed a let ter stat -
ing that “we can not af ford to wait for war to
bring judge ad vo cates into the op era tions and

plan ning en vi ron ment. We need to work to -
gether all the time so that we all un der stand
how and why [the Law of Armed Con flict]
must be an es sen tial ele ment of our mis sion.”
Their let ter an nounced the crea tion of a new
le gal dis ci pline called op era tions law.53 Ma rine 
lead ers also shared this view. At an op era tions
law semi nar held at Camp Pendle ton, Cali for -
nia, in 1995, Lt Gen An thony C. Zinni, com -
mand ing gen eral of I Ma rine Ex pe di tion ary
Force, said that “op era tional law is go ing to
be come as sig nifi cant to a com mander as ma -
neu ver, as fire sup port, and as lo gis tics. It will
be a prin ci pal bat tle field ac tiv ity. The sen ior
[staff judge ad vo cates] may be as close to the
com mander as his op era tions of fi cer or his
chief of staff. . . . [Staff judge ad vo cates] will
find them selves more and more part of the op -
era tional as pects of the busi ness. They will be
the right hand of the com mander, and he will
come to them for ad vice.”54

Role of the Judge
Advocate in a JAOC

As air men of the Viet nam era rose to po si -
tions of in flu ence, the tac ti cal air con trol cen -
ter con tin ued as the doc tri nally ap proved
ele ment for the Air For ce’s con trol of con ven -
tional air and space forces.55 By the time De -
sert Shield be gan, how ever, the func tions of
each of the three tac ti cal air con trol cen ters
em ployed in Viet nam had been com bined and 
stream lined but still re tained a “today’s- war”
and “tomorrow’s- war” ap proach.56 In 1991 the 
tac ti cal air con trol cen ter of fi cially be came
the air op era tions cen ter, a term first used dur -
ing World War II.57 Joint Pub 3-56.1 re lied
heav ily on the Air Force model but in cluded
ad just ments based on the prac ti cal ex pe ri ence
from De sert Shield and De sert Storm, as well
as im prove ments vali dated dur ing joint ex er -
cises in the years that fol lowed the Gulf War.58

Al though Joint Pub 3-56.1 en cour ages the
tai lor ing of a JAOC’s or gani za tion, Com bat
Plans and Com bat Op era tions should re main
com mon to all JAOCs.59 Fur ther, the Air Force
has pub lished doc trine that adds the Strat egy
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and Air Mo bil ity Di vi sions.60 The Com bat
Plans Di vi sion has the pri mary re spon si bil ity
of plan ning near- term, joint air- and- space op -
era tions and build ing the daily joint air task -
ing or ders,61 while the Com bat Op era tions
Di vi sion exe cutes the air task ing or ders.62 The
Strat egy Di vi sion de vel ops, re fines, dis semi -
nates, and as sesses the prog ress of the JFACC’s
long- range air and space strat egy,6 3 while the
Air Mo bil ity Di vi sion plans, co or di nates,
tasks, and exe cutes the air- mobility mis sion.6 4

Af ter De sert Storm, some criti cism of the
JAOC cen tered around its “func tional ri gid -
ity”—its in abil ity to re spond im me di ately to
tac ti cal threats or tar gets of op por tu nity such
as the Iraqi Scud mis siles.65 Head quar ters Air
Com bat Com mand re sponded to this com -
men tary on 8 July 1997 by pub lish ing Com bat
Air Forces Con cept of Op era tions for Com mand
and Con trol against Time Criti cal Tar gets,
which de scribed the JFACC’s pro cesses for
plan ning, task ing, and exe cut ing of fen sive
and de fen sive mis sions against time criti cal
tar gets. It also sug gested in clu sion of a mul ti -
dis ci plin ary time criti cal tar get cell in the
Com bat Op era tions Di vi sion.66 Air Force doc -
trine re lies upon the in te grated team con cept
in other ar eas as well.67 Al though a JAOC pat -
terned af ter the Air Force model may have
four di vi sions and many sub or di nate teams,
they re main fully in te grated, and in di vidu als
will draw as sign ments to di vi sions and mul ti -
dis ci plin ary teams rather than iso lated func -
tional cells. There fore, judge ad vo cates
should ex pect to par tici pate in the ac tivi ties
of all the di vi sions and sev eral teams as well.68

Role of the Judge Advocate
in Crisis Action Planning

Peace time re quires deliberate- planning
pro ce dures to pre pare for fu ture situa tions to
which the United States must re spond mili tar -
ily.69 The prod uct of such plan ning in cludes
op era tion plans, func tional plans, or
concept- of- operation plans. Judge ad vo cates
re view de lib er ate plans and draft their “le gal”
por tions. Situa tions arise, how ever, for which

no plans ex ist. In stead, cri sis ac tion plan ning
pro ce dures come into play be fore ac ti va tion
of a JAOC or be fore ini ti at ing other mili tary
op era tions. These pro ce dures in clude six
phases, all sub ject to ac cel era tion, com bi na -
tion, or omis sion, if cir cum stances war rant.70

In phase one—situa tion de vel op ment—na -
tional authori ties re ceive re ports about an
event with pos si ble national- security im pli ca -
tions. Judge ad vo cates for the JCS, geo graphic
com bat ant com mander in chief (CINC), and
com po nent lev els of com mand be gin to as sess 
the le gal is sues that at tend the change in cir -
cum stances and ad vise their com mand ers ac -
cord ingly. They also be gin to re view the
de lib er ate plans, which may be exe cuted in
whole or part in re sponse to the new op era -
tional en vi ron ment. They join plan ners in
con sid er ing vi able courses of ac tion in an tici -
pa tion of a call to do so by the NCA. They also
care fully re view the rules of en gage ment to
de ter mine whether to re quest sup ple men tal
meas ures.

In phase two—cri sis as sess ment—the CINC
as sesses the event and in forms the NCA. While 
this takes place, judge ad vo cates con tinue to
coun sel the plan ners, who are con sid er ing
courses of ac tion. If na tional lead ers opt for
mili tary ac tion, in phase three—courses- of-
 action de vel op ment—the Na tional Com mand
Authori ties pub lish a warn ing or der and di rect 
the CINC to de velop mul ti ple courses of ac -
tion in re sponse to the situa tion. Along with
the courses of ac tion, the CINC may in clude a
com man der’s es ti mate of the situa tion, which 
usu ally con tains a mis sion analy sis and state -
ment, a situa tion analy sis, an evalua tion of
en emy and friendly courses of ac tion, and op -
era tional ob jec tives.71 If time per mits, the
CINC may is sue a com man der’s evalua tion re -
quest to sub or di nate and sup port ing com -
mand ers. They re ply with a com po nent’s
course- of- action- evaluation re sponse mes -
sage, which out lines the com po nent’s best
guess on the time, in hours or days, re quired
to exe cute each course of ac tion and the plan -
ning fac tors used to make that es ti mate.

Judge ad vo cates at the com po nent level par -
tici pate in course- of- action de vel op ment to

48  AIR POWER JOUR NAL  SPRING 1999



en sure that the mili tary may exe cute each
pro posal with out vio lat ing the Stand ing Rules 
of En gage ment, the law, and in ter na tional
agree ments. If the course of ac tion re quires
sup ple men tal rules of en gage ment, a judge ad -
vo cate at ei ther the com po nent or CINC level
should be gin the ef fort to get those mea- sures
drafted and later ap proved by the NCA. Af ter
the NCA re ceives the CINC’s courses of ac -
tion, the CJCS may is sue a plan ning or der to
be gin exe cu tion plan ning even be fore for mal
se lec tion of a course of ac tion. Af ter se lec tion
of a course of ac tion in phase four—course of
ac tion se lec tion—an alert or der is is sued, ad -
vis ing the CINC of the cho sen course of ac -
tion.72 Al though this may be pos si ble to do
be fore hand—af ter is su ing a plan ning or alert
or der—the judge ad vo cates at the com po nent,
joint task force, and CINC lev els should be gin
to con sider tar gets for in clu sion in a “no hit”
or “re stricted” tar get list. They must also ad -
vo cate ap proval of sup ple men tal meas ures to
the rules of en gage ment nec es sary to exe cute

a mis sion based upon the ap proved course of
ac tion.

In phase five—exe cu tion plan ning—the
CINC trans forms the NCA- selected course of
ac tion into an op era tion or der, a lengthy
docu ment that ex plains the mis sion in de tail.
Most im por tantly, it ex plains our na tion’s ob -
jec tives, the role of mili tary units in ac com -
plish ing these ob jec tives, and the po liti cal or
prac ti cal con straints for the mis sion. Fur ther -
more, it sets out the “big pic ture”—that is, it
ex plains the con cept of op era tions, task as -
sign ments for sub or di nate units, and the func -
tions of ad mini stra tion and lo gis tics. It also
gives per ti nent in for ma tion about com mand
and con trol net works, elec tronic emis sions,
and code words and names. Since joint op era -
tions also may have com plex com mand re la -
tion ships, the or der ex plains them and
des ig nates al ter nate com mand posts. Sepa rate
ap pen di ces of the op era tion or der set out the
rules of en gage ment and spe cific guid ance on
le gal mat ters. The CINC’s le gal staff drafts
these in con sul ta tion with CJCS at tor neys

THE ROLE OF JUDGE AD VO CATES  49

The “highway of death.” Even lawful combat operations can endanger the potentially fragile nature of consensus for
military action.  



and, when time per mits, the com po nents’ le -
gal staffs as well, but the NCA re mains the fi -
nal ap proval author ity for all rules of
en gage ment.73

The com po nents may aug ment the CINC’s
staff with li ai son of fi cers and con vene their
own bat tle staffs both to as sist the CINC and
be gin their own plan ning to sup port the
CINC. Judge ad vo cates will be come part of
both the CINC’s and com po nents’ bat tle
staffs and will pro vide le gal coun sel on nu -
mer ous le gal is sues, rules of en gage ment, and
the Law of Armed Con flict. All the com po -
nents’ le gal staffs must alert the CINC’s le gal
staff to the is sues they fore see aris ing from an
op era tion. Simi larly, in le gal dis cus sions with
su pe ri ors, the judge ad vo cates who ad vise
com mand ers of air forces must ad vo cate an
air man’s view of op era tions. They should en -
sure, for ex am ple, that com mand ers fash ion
rules gov ern ing iden ti fi ca tion of air craft be -
yond “vis ual” range, pene tra tion of neu tral
air space, and ways to re spond when air craft
dis play a “lame duck” pro file in di cat ing a
will ing ness to sur ren der.

Role of the Judge Advocate
in Air Operations Planning

The num bered air force is the sen ior war-
 fighting eche lon of the US Air Force.74 If time
and cir cum stances per mit, when a CINC be -
gins cri sis ac tion plan ning, li ai son of fi cers
from the sup port ing num bered air force join
the CINC’s staff.75 A judge ad vo cate from the
num bered air force may join the li ai son team
to en sure that le gal as pects of the air por tion
of the op era tion re ceive a le gal “scrub” as
quickly as pos si ble. The CINC may es tab lish a
joint task force whose com mander76 in te grates 
the ac tions of as signed, at tached, and sup -
port ing forces into a uni fied cam paign. In or -
der to avoid du pli ca tion of ef fort, the joint
force com mander syn chro nizes the ac tions of
as signed, at tached, and sup port ing ca pa bili -
ties/forces in time, space, and pur pose.77

When air mis sions re quire spe cial su per vi -
sion, the joint force com mander may ap point

a JFACC, whose re spon si bili ties in clude plan -
ning, co or di nat ing, al lo cat ing, and task ing
joint air op era tions based upon the joint
force com man der’s de ci sions about how to
ap por tion air re sources to a va ri ety of
compet ing mis sions.78

The JFACC may come from any serv ice.
Nor mally, the joint force com mander will as -
sign JFACC re spon si bili ties to the com po nent
com mander hav ing the pre pon der ance of air
as sets and the ca pa bil ity to plan, task, and con -
trol joint air op era tions.79 An Air Force JFACC
for a large op era tion is likely to be the com -
mander of a num bered air force. There fore, a
staff judge ad vo cate from a num bered air
force and his or her sub or di nates should an -
tici pate act ing as le gal coun sel to a JFACC and
his or her sup port ing JAOC. Even if a com -
mander be low the numbered- air- force level
acts as the JFACC, the staff judge ad vo cate
from a num bered air force may ad vise or per -
haps as sign aug men tees to the JFACC’s le gal
team.

Role of the Judge Advocate
in the Strategy and Combat
Plans Divisions of a JAOC

Joint Pub 3-56.1 gives gen eral guid ance
on the air op era tions plan ning pro cess. Af ter 
con sult ing with com po nent li ai sons and ex -
perts from sev eral com mu ni ties, such as spe -
cial and in for ma tion op era tions, plan ners
ex am ine the op era tional en vi ron ment. They 
as sess the avail able forces, rules of en gage -
ment, lo gis tics, and in tel li gence.80 In con sul -
ta tion with the CINC’s le gal staff and those
of the other com po nents, judge ad vo cates in
the JAOC ad vise the JFACC on le gal im pli ca -
tions of the un fold ing situa tion. Judge ad vo -
cates should also as sist plan ners  in
evalu at ing le gal is sues raised by the op era -
tional en vi ron ment. As plan ners con sider
the de sired end state and iden tify ob jec tives
based upon guid ance from the joint force
com mander, a judge ad vo cate must evalu ate
these in view of the rules of en gage ment and
NCA guid ance re layed in or ders from higher
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head quar ters. A rules of en gage ment cell ex -
ists within the Op era tions Di vi sion (Strat egy
Di vi sion in the Air Force) to de ter mine
whether to re quest sup ple men tal rules of en -
gage ment, and a judge ad vo cate serves as an
es sen tial mem ber of the team.81 In ad di tion,
judge ad vo cates be gin to as sess the le gal is -
sues that could arise as a re sult of the op era -
tions. They also set up spe cial train ing
pro grams or brief ings to fa mil iar ize the JFACC 
and JAOC staffs with the rules of en gage ment
and the ap pli ca tion of the Law of Armed Con -
flict to each phase and as pect of the op era tion.

Af ter the choos ing of ob jec tives, plan ners
de velop a phased strat egy to achieve them by
ex ploit ing joint aero space ca pa bili ties. The
strat egy de pends, in part, upon iden ti fy ing
“cen ters of grav ity”—char ac ter is tics, ca pa bili -
ties, or lo cali ties from which a mili tary force,
na tion, or al li ance de rives its free dom of ac -
tion, physi cal strength, or will to fight.82 The
fi nal prod uct of the plan ning ef fort is the joint 
air- and- space op era tions plan, which in te -
grates the joint air- and- space ca pa bili ties and
forces in achiev ing the joint force com man -
der’s ob jec tives, iden ti fies ob jec tives and tar -
gets by pri or ity or der, ac counts for cur rent
and po ten tial ad ver sary threats, brings about
tar get de vel op ment and analy sis, and out lines 
the phas ing of joint air op era tions.83 The judge 
ad vo cate as signed to the Strat egy Di vi sion
must en sure con so nance of the strat egy with
do mes tic as well as in ter na tional law, with a
fo cus on the Law of Armed Con flict. He or she
must al ways evalu ate the rules of en gage ment
for each phase of the strat egy to en sure they
bring about the NCA’s and joint- task- force
com man der’s ob jec tives and de sired end
state, while com ply ing with the law. For ex am -
ple, the rules on iden ti fi ca tion of air craft be -
yond vis ual range be come much more
re stric tive dur ing peace time, when the threat
to mili tary air craft is lower, than dur ing com -
bat, when the threat is high.

Judge ad vo cates, how ever, need not re strict
them selves only to dis cuss ing le gal mat ters.
They should bring to the plan ning ef fort the
judg ment of a mili tary of fi cer and the ge neric
stra te gic and tac ti cal skills of an ex pe ri enced

law yer. Trained to think logi cally and to de -
velop al ter na tive meth ods of achiev ing goals
within the bounda ries of the law, at tor neys
have skills cov eted by war plan ners. Judge ad -
vo cates should not hesi tate to of fer opin ions
on mat ters out side the law to both the JFACC
and his or her plan ners. In ad di tion, judge ad -
vo cates are adept at in ter pret ing and draft ing
lan guage to con cisely com mu ni cate im por -
tant ideas; there fore, they may be come writ ers
or briefers for im por tant docu ments, such as
de marches and pres en ta tions, es pe cially when 
they in volve the me dia.

The air- and- space op era tions plan re mains
the “big pic ture” but needs fur ther re fine -
ment to de ter mine spe cific tar gets and air mis -
sions. Many air men use the terms bat tle
rhythm or air- tasking- order cy cle to re fer to the
sched ule and tim ing of events that bring
about near- term op era tions. The pro cess be -
gins when the joint force com mander con sults 
with com po nent com mand ers to pre pare for
op era tions or as sess the re sults of pre vi ous ef -
forts. The joint force com mander sets pri ori -
ties and con sid ers rec om men da tions put
for ward by the com po nents. Just as im por -
tantly, the joint force com mander makes an
“ap por tion ment” or de ter mi na tion and as -
sign ment of the to tal ex pected ef fort by per -
cent age and/or pri or ity that the vari ous air
op era tions and/or geo graphic ar eas should re -
ceive for a given pe riod of time.8 4 A joint
guidance- and- apportionment team meets to
de velop a rec om men da tion on ap por tion -
ment for the joint force com mander. A judge
ad vo cate at tends this meet ing to lend both le -
gal and gen eral mili tary ex per tise. Simi larly, a
judge ad vo cate also at tends the brief ing that
pres ents the rec om men da tion to the JFACC
and joint force com mander. The lat ter’s fi nal
ap por tion ment may re quire ad just ments in
the rules of en gage ment or at ten tion to new le -
gal is sues.

Af ter the joint force com mander makes the
ap por tion ment de ci sion, plan ners turn their
fo cus to tar get de vel op ment. The joint force
com mander may des ig nate ei ther a com -
mander or staff of fi cer to lead a joint target-
 control board,85 which re views tar get in for -
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ma tion, devel ops tar get ing guid ance and pri -
ori ties, and main tains a list of re stricted
tar gets and ar eas where spe cial op era tions
forces are op er at ing.86 Since mili tary forces
can not strike all tar gets at once, it be comes
nec es sary to pri ori tize them in a joint, in te -
grated, pri ori tized tar get list. The joint force
com man der’s ap por tion ment, ap plied to this
list, de ter mines the per cent age of vari ous tar -
gets to at tack in a given air- tasking- order cy -
cle.87 Weaponeers then en ter the pro cess and
help de ter mine which weapon sys tems to use
against the tar gets. The weap ons cho sen
should per mit the ap pli ca tion of nec es sary
com bat power to en sure vic tory against com -
bat ants, but they must also limit dis pro por -
tion ate col lat eral dam age.88 Judge ad vo cates
must be come part of this pro cess to en sure
that weaponeers com ply with the Law of
Armed Con flict. To do so, they must closely
scru ti nize the in for ma tion con tained in “tar -
get fold ers” or da ta bases main tained by in tel -
li gence per son nel.

The fi nal weaponeered tar get list be comes
the ba sis for the mas ter air at tack plan.89 Judge
ad vo cates at tend meet ings in which the joint,
in te grated, pri ori tized tar get list and mas ter
air at tack plan are de vel oped, and the lat ter is
pre sented to the JFACC for ap proval. Once
again, judge ad vo cates fo cus on com pli ance
with rules of en gage ment, the Law of Armed
Con flict, and con sis tency with guid ance from 
higher head quar ters. Af ter tar gets be come pri -
ori tized and weaponeered, data about all air
mis sions is en tered into the air task ing or -
der—which may com prise a da ta base of sev eral 
hun dred pages—that is trans mit ted elec troni -
cally to most of its us ers. Air mis sions are set
out in a ma trix, but a nar ra tive por tion gives
spe cial in struc tions about a number of top ics, 
in clud ing the rules of en gage ment. Judge ad -
vo cates en sure that the rules of en gage ment
sec tion of the spe cial in struc tions gives an ac -
cu rate, plain- English ex pla na tion of the rules
gov ern ing that air task ing or der. They also
give rules of en gage ment brief ings to the
JFACC and JAOC staffs, of ten with the help of
oth ers when the rules of en gage ment men tion
the tech ni cal ca pa bili ties of weapon sys tems.

Since an air- tasking- order cy cle may take sev -
eral hours—per haps even a few days—to com -
plete, it is nec es sary to work mul ti ple air
task ing or ders si mul ta ne ously to en sure that
each is ready when needed.9 0 Joint Pub 3-56.1
il lus trates this pro cess with a “no tional” 48-
 hour air- tasking- order cy cle, but the cy cle
time may be modi fied to fit any tac ti cal situa -
tion.91

Role of the Judge Advocate
in the Combat Operations

Division of a JAOC
The Com bat Op era tions Di vi sion over sees

the exe cu tion of air task ing or ders. As air
forces at tempt to carry out the task ings as -
signed in an air task ing or der, the fog and fric -
tion of op era tions set in. Be cause air craft
break, tar gets change, and the weather in hib its 
op era tions, it is nec es sary to reweaponeer tar -
gets. Judge ad vo cates must pro vide le gal coun -
sel to the Com bat Op era tions Di vi sion to
en sure that changes in the weapon sys tems
used to at tack a tar get will not vio late the Law
of Armed Con flict. In ad di tion, in for ma tion
about al leged vio la tions of this law, by ei ther
en emy or friendly forces, may reach the JAOC.
The judge ad vo cate must re port this in for ma -
tion to the JFACC and to the chain of com -
mand in ac cor dance with De part ment of
De fense and Air Force in struc tions.92 Myr iad
other le gal is sues arise, many of them an tici -
pated dur ing the plan ning phase of the op era -
tion. But some is sues will be novel. Be cause
the JAOC staff may not rec og nize a se ri ous le -
gal prob lem, the judge ad vo cate must stay at -
tuned to the ebb and flow of events in all the
di vi sions and teams of the JAOC to re port and
deal with le gal is sues as quickly as nec es sary.

One of the most im por tant ar eas of the
Com bat Op era tions Di vi sion is the time criti -
cal tar get cell. The en emy re sponds to our op -
era tions and pres ents op por tu ni ties and
chal lenges in the form of tar gets not ap par ent
be fore. To re spond to these, Twelfth Air Force,
for ex am ple, added to its Com bat Op era tions
Di vi sion a time criti cal tar get cell, a mul ti dis -
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ci plin ary group that com piles and evalu ates a
great deal of in for ma tion very quickly and of -
fers the JFACC op tions in re spond ing to eva -
nes cent tar gets. Team mem bers in clude, at a
mini mum, the chiefs of the Of fen sive and De -
fen sive Op era tions Branches; rep re sen ta tives
from weather, in tel li gence, and spe cial op era -
tions; fighter duty of fi cers; and li ai son of fi -
cers from each of the serv ices.93 A judge
ad vo cate as signed to the cell par tici pates as
the other mem bers con sider the tar get lo ca -
tion, in tel li gence, en emy de fen sive meas ures,
risk to friendly forces, weap ons op tions,
weather, like li hood of dis pro por tion ate col -
lat eral dam age, and other fac tors. The judge
ad vo cate ap plies rules of en gage ment and the
Law of Armed Con flict (and a lot of com mon
sense) while as sist ing the of fi cer lead ing the
time criti cal tar get cell in evalu at ing the law -
ful ness of each of the op tions con sid ered for
rec om men da tion to the JFACC.

The ad vice of a judge ad vo cate can prove
in dis pen sa ble for many other JAOC ac tivi -
ties—for ex am ple, the in for ma tion op era -
tions team. Some in for ma tion op era tions
(even those simu lated dur ing ex er cises) in -
volve spe cial tech ni cal op era tions and Air
Force spe cial pro grams that re quire a very
high- level se cu rity clear ance that some
judge ad vo cates may not pos sess. Nev er the -
less, judge ad vo cates must of fer ad vice, es -
pe cially on rules of en gage ment, the Law of
Armed Con flict, re stricted tar get lists, and
other mat ters as their ac cess to in for ma tion
al lows. When their ac cess is re stricted, they
must re port this fact to higher head quar ters
so that su pe rior of fi cers will en sure that at -
tor neys with the ap pro pri ate se cu rity clear -
ance con duct a le gal re view.

Conclusion
Al though cur rent command- and- control

doc trine had its foun da tions in World War II,

to day’s JAOC traces its line age to the tac ti cal
air con trol cen ters used dur ing the Viet nam
War. Judge ad vo cates as signed to units in Viet -
nam were not in volved in op era tions, but the
case of 1st Lt Wil liam L. Cal ley and the pub li -
ca tion of the Peace time Rules of En gage ment
high lighted the ne ces sity of en sur ing com pli -
ance with the Law of Armed Con flict and the
rules of en gage ment. Law yers were well suited
to carry out both tasks. Con se quently,
Twelfth Air For ce’s judge ad vo cates be came
very in volved in the plan ning and exe cu tion
of Op era tion Just Cause in 1989. Their ex pe ri -
ence helped pre pare Air Force judge ad vo cates
who later served dur ing Op era tions De sert
Shield and De sert Storm. Com mand ers who
led Ameri can forces dur ing De sert Shield and
De sert Storm were well aware of the al leged
vio la tions of the Law of Armed Con flict and
rules of en gage ment dur ing the Viet nam War
and vowed not to let such mis con duct re cur.
The judge ad vo cates’ ag gres sive ness in en sur -
ing com pli ance with the law and rules of en -
gage ment pleased the com mand ers.

Now, more than ever, mili tary lead ers rec -
og nize the im por tance of op era tions law and
seek the ana lyti cal per spec tive of fered by
judge ad vo cates. To day, in an ef fort to fur ther
re fine the con cept of the air and space ex pe di -
tion ary task force, the Air Force is ex peri ment -
ing with “dis trib uted” or “split” op era tions in
which tech nol ogy, such as video tele con fer -
enc ing, may make the col lo ca tion of all the di -
vi sions or teams of a JAOC un nec es sary. But
split op era tions will do lit tle to al ter the judge
ad vo cate’s fun da men tal re spon si bili ties. It is
not enough that a judge ad vo cate has mas -
tered an op era tion or der, the Law of Armed
Con flict, and the Stand ing Rules of En gage -
ment. It is equally im por tant that the op era -
tions law prac ti tio ner learn the de tails of cri sis 
ac tion plan ning, strat egy de vel op ment, and
air op era tions plan ning and exe cu tion, as well 
as be come very fa mil iar with the JAOC’s pro-
 cesses, pro ce dures, and tech nol ogy.
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